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DETAILED ACTION 

Notice to Applicant 

1 . This action is responsive to Applicant's Arguments filed on 3/2/2006. 

2. Claims 1-9 are currently pending. Claims 1, 8, and 9 are independent claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claims 1-4 and 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ayyadural, U.S. Patent No. 6,718,368, in view of Barrus et al. ("Barrus"), U.S. 
Patent No. 6,784,899, in further view of Posner, U.S. Patent Publication Application No. 
2003/0208434, in further view of Microsoft ® Outlook 2000 ("Outlook"), © 1994-1999 
Microsoft Corp. 



Regarding independent claim 1, Ayyadurai teaches a method, system, and 
computer program for processing an inbound transaction document sent by a customer 
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to a user in an electronic commerce system (see Abstract), the method comprising the 
steps of: 

> receiving the inbound document at an interface for communication witli 
trading partners (Figs. 1 and 2 - (5) -» Ayyadurai teaches an E-mail Viewer and 
Editor interface to receive an inbound document.); 

> routing the inbound document to a mailbox of the user (Fig. 3 - (3); col. 
5, lines 44-48 Ayyadurai teaches an E-mail Routing System for content 
sensitive automatic reply message generation.); 

> automatically determining a set of candidate reply transaction 
documents associated with the inbound document and the particular trading 
partner that sent the inbound document (Fig. 3 - (91); col. 6, lines 15-24 et seq. 

Ayyadurai teaches that based upon the determining parsing tags, the 
automatic reply generator retrieves from a library of phrases the candidate reply 
documents that are appropriate.); 

> parsing the inbound document to determine transaction data relevant to 
the selected reply document (Fig. 3 - (30) and Fig. 4; col. 5, lines 60-67 et seq. 
^ Ayyadurai teaches that a filter and modeler performs language analysis and 
characterization of the content of the inbound document.); 

> generating a user edit screen displaying the automatically-populated 
selected transaction reply document, receiving a user input of additional 
transaction data, and writing said additional data to the reply document (Fig, 3 - 



Application/Control Number: 09/748,134 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2176 

(33), (34); Fig. 4; col. 5, lines 31-33; col. 7, lines 32-58 Ayyadurai teaches 
generating a user edit screen.); and 

> transmitting the reply document (col. 7, lines 59-61 ; Fig. 3 - (39) 
Ayyadurai teaches transmitting an electronic reply). 

Ayyadurai does not specifically teach without performing a language analysis of a 
content of the inbound document. 

However, Barrus teaches a method/system maintains various user profiles and 
provides for the automatic delivery of reply messages appropriate to user's profile (i.e. 
e-mail) without performing a language analysis of a content of the inbound document 
(see col. 22 lines 39-57). 

Since Ayyadurai and Barrus are both from the same field of endeavor (i.e. 
electronic message reply systems), the motivational purpose of an improved and faster 
electronic message reply method/system as disclosed by Barrus would have been 
recognized in the pertinent art of Ayyadurai. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the teaching of Ayyadurai with the 
teachings of Barrus to include "without performing a language analysis of a content of 
the inbound document". 
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Ayyadurai-Barrus do not specifically teach displaying a linl< to each candidate 
reply transaction document of said set adjacent to a header of the inbound document in 
a screen of a mailbox application for the user 

However, Outlook teaches displaying a link to each attachment candidate 
document of an attachment set adjacent to a header of inbound document in a screen 
of a mailbox application for the user (see screenshot) for the purpose of providing a 
quick, user-friendly graphical user interface for the selection of documents from a set of 
said documents. 

Since Ayyadurai-Barrus and Outlook are both from the same field of endeavor, 
the purposes disclosed by Outlook would have been recognized in the pertinent art of 
Ayyadurai-Barrus. It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the teaching of Ayyadurai-Barrus with 
the teachings of Outlook to include displaying a link to each candidate reply transaction 
document of said set adjacent to a header of the inbound document in a screen of a 
mailbox application for the userfor the motivational purpose of providing a quick, user- 
friendly graphical user interface for the selection of documents from a set of said 
documents. 

Ayyadurai-Barrus-Outlook do not specifically teach receiving a user selection of a 
reply transaction document from said candidate set and automatically populating the 
selected reply document with said transaction data. 
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However, Posner teaches the creation of a purchase order wherein the 
purchasing agent accesses a template manager module to select at least one type of 
purchase order from a set which is then automatically populated with information 
included in the RFP (pg. 4 [0050]- 0056]) for the purpose of optimal workflow and 
collaboration capabilities in an on-line environment. 

Since Ayyadurai-Barrus-Outlook and Posner are from the same field of 
endeavor, the purposes disclosed by Posner would have been recognized in the 
pertinent art of Ayyadurai-Barrus-Outlook. It would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the teaching of 
Ayyadurai-Barrus-Outlook with the teachings of Posner to include receiving a user 
selection of a reply transaction document from said candidate set and automatically 
populating the selected reply document with said transaction data for the motivational 
purpose of optimal workflow and collaboration capabilities in an on-line environment. 

Independent claims 8 and 9 incorporate substantially similar subject matter as 
independent claim 1 and are rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 2, Ayyadurai teaches a method as claimed in claim 1, wherein 
the system determines the set of candidate reply transaction documents by performing 
a look-up to a database indexed with the inbound document sender and addressee and 
the inbound document type (col. 5, lines 56 etseq, Ayyadurai teaches that inbound 
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documents are stored in an ODBC interface for interaction with the "Filter and Modeler"' 
that determines the set of candidate reply transaction documents). 

Regarding claim 3, Ayyadurai teaches a method as claimed in claim 1, wherein 
the system determines the set of candidate reply transaction documents by operation of 
a translation engine, but does not specifically teach checking the inbound documents for 
compliance with a standard model, sending a negative functional acknowledgement to 
the trading customer or rejecting the inbound document if the compliance check is 
negative. 

However, it was commonly known to those of ordinary skill in the art that EDI 
systems and Electronic Mail systems routinely check inbound documents for 
compliance with a standard model and either rejects the inbound document or notifies 
the sender of an error in compliance for the purpose of allowing the sender to correct 
the inbound document to comply with the standard model for subsequent transmittal. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to include checking the inbound documents for 
compliance with a standard model, sending a negative functional acknowledgement to 
the trading customer or rejecting the inbound document if the compliance check is 
negative for the purpose of allowing the sender to correct the inbound document to 
comply with the standard model for subsequent transmittal. 
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Regarding claim 4, Ayyadurai teaches a method as claimed in claim 1 , wherein 
the inbound document is parsed by a translation engine of the system translating the 
inbound document into a pre-populated selected reply document (Fig. 3 - (30); col. 5, 
lines 60-67 et sec/.; Fig. 3 - (91); col. 6, lines 15-24 et seq. Ayyadurai teaches a 
"Filter and Modeler" working in conjunction with the "Automatic Reply Composer"). 

Regarding claims 6 and 7, Ayyadurai teaches a method as claimed in claim 1 , 
wherein the additional data is inputted to the system with use of a tool for appending 
data to field and for replacing automatically populated data ((Fig. 3 - (33), (34); Fig. 4; 
col. 5, lines 31-33; col. 7, lines 32-58 Ayyadurai teaches a Reply Control Panel). 



5. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ayyadurai, U.S. Patent No. 6,718,368, in view of Kennedy etal. ("Kennedy"), U.S. 
Patent No. 6,651,217. 

Regarding claim 5, Ayyadurai teaches the method with respect to claim 4 as 
discussed above, but does not specifically teach a pre-populated HTML reply document 
for rendering within a browser 

However, Kennedy teaches a method for populating a plurality of fields 
appearing on a form such as an HTML-based form rendered on a browser (see 
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Abstract) for the purpose of computer-implemented processing of data-entry forms, 
such as HTML-generated forms on Internet web pages (col. 1, lines 7-9). 

Since Ayyadurai and Kennedy are both from the same field of endeavor, the 
purposes disclosed by Kennedy would have been recognized in the pertinent art of 
Ayyadurai. It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the teaching of Ayyadurai with the teachings of 
Kennedy to include a method for populating a plurality of fields appearing on a form 
such as an HTML-based form rendered on a browser ior the purpose of computer- 
implemented processing of data-entry forms, such as HTML-generated forms on 
Internet web pages. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims filed on 3/2/2006 have been fully 
considered, but are not considered persuasive. 

Applicant first contends that Examiner acknowledged that the primary reference, 
Ayyadurai, does not disclose the feature of "automatically determining a set of 
candidate reply transaction associated with the inbound document and the particular 
trading partner without performing a language analysis of the content of the inbound 
document". Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
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Examiner first directs Applicant's attention to the fact that the primary Ayyadurai 
reference teaches "automatically determining a set of candidate reply transactions" (Fig. 
3 - (91); col. 6, lines 15-24 etseq.). Ayyadurai teaches that based upon the 
determining parsing tags, the automatic reply generator retrieves from a library of 
phrases the candidate reply documents that are appropriate. The Barrus reference, 
therefore, was added to only teach the limitation "without performing a language 
analysis of the content of the inbound document". Barrus teaches a method/system 
maintains various user profiles and provides for the automatic delivery of reply 
messages appropriate to user's profile (i.e. e-mail) without performing a language 
analysis of a content of the inbound document (see col. 22 lines 39-57). 

Since Ayyadurai and Barrus are both from the same field of endeavor (i.e. 
electronic message reply systems), the motivational purpose of an improved and faster 
electronic message reply method/system as disclosed by Barrus would have been 
recognized in the pertinent art of Ayyadurai. Therefore, it would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
teaching of Ayyadurai with the teachings of Barrus to include "without performing a 
language analysis of a content of the inbound document". 

Applicant then contends that the cited prior art of record, Barrus, does not 
disclose "automatically determining a set of candidate reply transactions without 
performing a language analysis of the content of the inbound document". Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. 
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However, Examiner reiterates tliat the primary Ayyadurai reference teaches 
"automatically determining a set of candidate reply transactions" (Fig. 3 - (91); col. 6, 
lines 15-24 et seq.). Ayyadurai teaches that based upon the determining parsing tags, 
the automatic reply generator retrieves from a library of phrases the candidate reply 
documents that are appropriate. The Barrus reference, therefore, was added to only 
teach the limitation "without performing a language analysis of the content of the 
Inbound document" as discussed in the rejection of independent claim 1 above. 



Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul Nguyen-Ba whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4094. The examiner can normally be reached on 1 1 am - 7 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Heather Herndon can be reached on (571) 272-4136. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



PNB 

3/23/06 




